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Abstract 
Do social media in the transform government organizations into post-bureaucratic organizations? 
Key features of post-bureaucratic organizations (1) horizontal coordination (with a focus on 
informal interaction patterns) and (2) fluid and permeable borders with its environment. To 
explore whether  the use of social media transforms government organizations into more post-
bureaucratic organization, the use of social media in police organizations is investigated and 
analyzed. On the basis of extensive empirical research into the use of Twitter by Dutch police 
officers and organizations, the paper shows horizontal patterns are strengthened through the use 
of social media but, at the same time, traditional organizational boundaries are still highly 
relevant for social media communication patterns. We conclude that the transformation of 
government organization to a post-bureaucratic form is much more incremental and layered than 
some information age gurus suggest. 
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Social Media and the Networked Organization 
Twitter and Intra-Police Communications 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
The networked organization has been identified as the flexible successor of the bureaucratic 
organization (Powell, 1990; Josserand, 2004; Josserand, Teo & Clegg, 2006). Older labels for 
this transformation include the ‘post-industrial organization’ (Huber, 1984) or the ‘virtual 
organization’ (Mowshowitz, 1994; Mowshowitz, 2002) while newer labels are ‘Government 2.0’ 
(Egger, 2005) and ‘Wiki Government’ (Noveck 2009). Fulk & DeSanctis (1995: 339) highlight 
that the key difference between the ‘new’ and the ‘old’ type of organization is that the traditional 
type of organization can be characterized as a ‘tree’ whereas the new organization takes the form 
of a ‘nervous system’. Key features of the networked organization are flexibility, horizontal 
coordination and a focus on informal interaction patterns. In addition, Bekkers (1998) highlights 
that the networked organization has no clear and distinct borders with its environment: networks 
within the organization are seamlessly connected to networks outside it.  
 
The rise of the networked organization is tightly connected to the growing use of new 
information and communication technologies (Mowshowitz, 2002; Eggers, 2005; Noveck, 
2009). In their classical analysis of networked communication in organizations, Sproull & 
Kiesler (1991) highlight that modern communication technologies create new connections in 
organizations: traditional communication patterns that follow organizational structures are 
replaced by a variety of connections between members of the organization that were previously 
far apart (Meijer, 2008). As a result, coordination along vertical lines is increasingly 
supplemented, and sometimes even replaced, by coordination along horizontal lines. Meijer 
(2008) highlights that this type of coordination takes place in the ‘shadow of hierarchy’: 
bureaucratic control mechanisms are still in place but slowly move to the background as 
horizontal forms of coordination assume dominance in coordinating daily affairs. 
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While the relation between electronic mail (Meijer, 2008) and structured communication systems 
(Orlikowski, 1993) has been well-established, little is known about the relation between social 
media and networked organization. Social media have similar features as electronic mail – fast, 
cheap, accessible communications – but their open nature makes it rather different. While 
electronic mail can be used for communication with groups, communication with large groups is 
the standard practice for social media practices. Social media are used to present information to 
large groups of ‘followers’ or ‘friends’ and therefore they are more similar to mass media than 
electronic mail (and certainly than structured communication technologies). This raises the 
question to what extent these technologies stimulate networked forms of organization. 
 
To explore the relation between social media and networked forms of organization, we will focus 
on microblogging by police officers. Microblogging is increasingly seen as a valuable 
contribution to strengthening communications between police and citizens (Meijer et al., 2013). 
New media such as Twitter are supposed to help the police to communicate fast with large 
groups of citizens and it can also facilitate citizen input in police work. As a result of these 
perceived medium opportunities, police departments and individual police officers all around the 
world are opening Twitter-accounts to use the capacities of this medium. An important 
consequence of the use of social media is that the general public now also has the opportunity to 
obtain information directly from police officers and not mediated by communication officers. 
Various researchers have been investigating the use of these opportunities and they have been 
evaluating the contribution of microblogging to police effectiveness and public trust in the police 
(Heverin & Zach, 2010; Crump, 2011). 
 
Some researchers have been pointing out that police tweets are not only being read by citizens 
but also by other social actors such as journalists, politicians and interest groups (Crump, 2011). 
They highlight that the effects of Twitter need to be understood as resulting both from direct 
communications with citizens as through intermediaries such as journalists, politicians and 
interest groups. These publications call our attention to the fact that the use of microblogging for 
external communication should be studied for different groups in the audience of police 
communications. An audience that thus far has hardly been studied is other police officers. 
Qualitative research indicates that many police twitter accounts do not only follow citizens, 
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politicians, news media and societal groups but also other police twitter accounts (Meijer et al., 
2013). This indicates that microblogging is also used for communications within the police 
organization. Little is known about this type of communication and, therefore, this explorative 
research aims to enhance our understanding of the use of Twitter for intra-police 
communications. 
 
The interesting aspect of using Twitter for intra-police communications is that the medium 
challenges the boundaries of the police organization since these boundaries lose their meaning 
for access to information about the activities of specific police officers (Sproull & Kiesler, 1991; 
Bekkers, 1998; Hinds & Kiesler, 1995). Traditionally, organizations have a clear distinction 
between internal communication and external communications. External communication was 
basically considered to be the domain of the communication department that acted as a 
‘gatekeeper’ (Bekkers, 1998) for communication with the outside world. This boundary is to a 
large extent reproduced in online media through for example Internet and intranets or external 
and internal websites. The new medium challenges this boundary and produces a flow of 
information both for an internal and an external audience.1 
 
The objective of this paper is to provide more insight in the relation  between the use of social 
media for internal communications and networked forms of organization through an empirical 
analysis of the use of Twitter by the Dutch police. The paper aims to enhance to answer the 
following three questions: 
 
• How and why are social media used for intra-organizational communications? 
• Do social media strengthen horizontal communication within government organizations? 
• Do social media strengthen the connection between internal and external networks? 
 
                                                 
1 The police has recently introduced its own new internal communication system. Police officers can share text 
messages, documents, pictures and videos with colleagues via ‘Politie+’ (Police+). The system can be described as a 
mixture of Twitter, Yammer and Google+. It works on desktops and smartphones and is considered as a safe way to 
share information with colleagues. Politie+ has been introduced in the entire police organization from the summer of 
2012 onwards. While Politie+ is specifically meant for communications with other police officers, Twitter 
communications do not make this distinction: police officers who follow one another’s tweets read the same 
communications as citizens. 
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To answer these questions, this paper firstly provides information about the extent to which 
Twitter is used for internal police communications and how this relates to the external 
communications. Secondly, the paper analyzes the communication within one police department 
and It also analyzes whether Twitter is predominantly used for communications between police 
officers (i.e. horizontal communications) or between police officers and their superiors (i.e. 
vertical communications).  Thirdly, the paper analyzes to what extent Twitter is only used for 
communication within one police department or whether it also crosses the boundaries of 
regional police departments. Altogether, these analyses provide insights in how the use of social 
media results in new communication patterns within the police. 
 
 
2. Social Media and the Networked Organization 
 
To understand the changes in communication patterns brought about by new social media, we 
need to position these changes in a broader, historical perspective. Internal communications play 
a key role in the functioning and management of government organizations: control is exercised 
through communication and hence new communication technologies affect systems of 
organizational control (Yates, 1989). Vertical filing, carbon copies, photocopiers, the telephone 
and the fax are all communication technologies that have transformed systems of management 
control in the past centuries. The current changes should not be seen and studied as a unique 
phenomenon but an event in an ongoing stream of organizational changes (Beniger, 1986). 
 
Yates (1989) highlights that since the late 1800s control in bureaucracies is exercised through 
downward communications and upward reporting since these communications are a crucial 
aspect of the cycle of planning and control in organizations. Yates (1989: 77) emphasizes that 
downward communication is critical to implementing executive plans and decisions: managers 
need to inform personnel about their orders, expectations and plans. Kaufman (1960) describes 
the variety of forms of communication that is used in large organizations such as workload 
planning, directions, prohibitions and feedback on information about performance. Upward 
communications are crucial to formulating, monitoring and adjusting plans and decisions. 
Specific forms of upward communications are reports and performance records (Kaufman, 
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1960). More recent studies of communication in government organizations have highlighted the 
importance of horizontal communication for mutual adjustment between various individuals or 
components of the organization (Meijer, 2008). These forms of horizontal communication are 
facilitated by electronic mail and other technologies for peer-to-peer communications. When 
management control is limited and organizational performance is increasingly organized in 
horizontal networks, the relative weight of horizontal communications increases at the expense 
of upward and downward communications. 
 
While most analyses of internal communication focus on the role of this type of communication 
in managing the organization (Yates, 1989), internal communications is also tightly connected to 
external communications. This connection moves in two directions. Firstly, external signals are 
to be processed internally (Deutsch, 1963). Members or components of the organizations may 
detect external signals that are relevant to the organization but if these signals are not processed 
internally – through systems of internal communications – the signals will not trigger 
organizational responses. Secondly, external communications need to based on knowledge about 
internal processes. If information from within the organization is not channeled to external 
communicators, these will not be able to provide accurate information to external audiences. 
Communication departments have been formed in most large government organizations to 
streamline this interface between internal and external communications but, increasingly, their 
position as ‘gatekeeper’ has been challenged by the fact that members of the organizations have 
obtained access to a variety of new means for external communications such as the fax, e-mail 
and social media (Bekkers, 1998). 
 
The theory of media affordances helps to understand the impact of new media on communication 
patterns. The theory of media affordances highlights that media facilitate certain communication 
practices and, therefore, the availability of new media may result in a change in communication 
patterns. Sellen and Harper (2002: 17-18) explain: “An affordance refers to the fact that the 
physical properties of an object make possible different functions for the person perceiving or 
using that object.” This theory stresses that the affordances are not objective features of the 
media but characteristics that are attributed to them. On the basis of previous research into 
Twitter the following affordances of Twitter can be identified: informing large groups of people 
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in a fast and timely but relatively poor manner and (open) interaction with specific individuals in 
a large group of people (Meijer et al., 2013). These technologies can be used for both internal 
and external communications and, in view of their open character, one could expect that internal 
and external communications could increasingly be intertwined. Empirical research into these 
new communication patterns, however, is lacking. Policing may constitute an interesting domain 
for studying these technology-driven changes in communication patterns. 
 
 
3. Mapping the variety of intra-police communications 
 
The police are no different from other government organizations in their focus on upward and 
downward vertical communications and its clear distinction between internal and external 
communications. One could even argue that these features even have a more prominent role in 
the police because of its specific role and specific responsibilities. Certain features from the 
military have been reproduced in police organizations to guarantee that force is not used in a 
unwarranted manner and the use of force is reported in a strict manner. The police has been 
qualified as a traditional, hierarchical organization with a strong emphasis on hierarchical roles 
and formal mechanisms for communication (Garland, 2001; Reiner, 2010).  
 
Until recently, the Dutch police were organized in 25 regional and one national department.2 
These departments have a high level of autonomy and are controlled both by the mayor and the 
district-attorney of the main city in the region. When discussing intra-police communication one 
can make a distinction between communications within one regional police department and 
between these departments. Combining this with our previous distinction in upward, downward 
and horizontal communications, we distinguish six different types of intra-police 
communications (see table 1). 
 
                                                 
2 From 1 January 2013 onwards, these departments are merged to one national police department with 10 regional 
units. The empirical research presented in this paper took place before this transition took place. 
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Table 1. Variety of intra-police communications 
 
 Communication within a police 
department 
Communication between police 
departments 
Top-down communication Communication from police 
management to police officers 
Communication from national 
bureaus to regional departments 
Bottom-up communication Communication from police officers 
to police management 
Communication from regional 
departments to national bureaus 
Horizontal communication Communication between police 
officers at the same level in the 
organization 
Communication between different 
regional police departments 
 
All these types of communication can be influenced by the use of social media. The next section 
discusses how social media may influence these types of communication. 
 
Media Richness Theory suggests that one could expect that there will be a general increase in the 
amount of intra-police communications. One can, however, expect that police departments and 
police officers will make specific choices to follow certain police accounts. These choices will 
provide insights in the emerging communication networks. The general debate here is to what 
extent social media reproduce traditional, hierarchical communication (upward and downward) 
or to what extent social media will be used to facilitate horizontal communication. The emerging 
patterns can be analyzed in terms of their contribution to the six types of intra-police 
communications that we have identified (see table 1). 
 
In the general debate about the relation between technology and organization, we find two 
extreme positions: a techno-deterministic position that states that new technologies have a causal 
effect on organizational structures and communication patterns and a socio-deterministic position 
that highlights a reverse relation: organizational structures and communication determine the use 
of new technologies (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 2002). The debate is still often referred to in 
publications but a consensus has emerged that an intermediate position provides that strongest 
account of the emerging socio-technological practices (Orlikowski et al., 1995). This research 
aims to explore these emerging practices to find out to what extent these emerging practices take 
the form of a networked organization. 
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4. Research design and methods 
 
This research answers the following questions to enhance our understanding of the use of Twitter 
for intra-police communications: 
 
1. How and why is Twitter used for intra-police communications? We will investigate 
which types of Twitter accounts have many followers within the police and how we can 
understand why police officers are interested in each others’ tweets. 
2. How and to what extent is Twitter used for communications within one police 
department? More specifically we will investigate to what extent social media are used 
for downward communication, upward communication and horizontal communications. 
3. How and to what extent is Twitter used for communications between police departments? 
At this level, we will also investigate to what extent social media are used for downward 
communication, upward communication and horizontal communications. 
 
A list of police Twitter accounts was generated by an earlier study on the use of Twitter by the 
Dutch police (Meijer et al., 2011). The first 1000 accounts created by the Dutch police were 
listed via a systematic search on the websites of the police departments. Accounts were also 
added to the list based on previous lists and by looking at the lists of followers of some accounts, 
because police officers quite often follow their colleagues. Several times, a preliminary list was 
posted on online community ‘Politie 2.0’ (Police 2.0). This led to about ten useful reactions with 
additions. Incidentally, we also checked the list via direct communication with communication 
officers of a police department. The 1000th account was created in March 2012, when the entire 
list was updated with information about the number of tweets, followers and following accounts. 
 
The choice for a data set of 1000 accounts was based on the fact that the amount of accounts is 
still growing on a daily basis. The use of a comprehensive list with all accounts was therefore not 
possible. The 1000 accounts are enough to distinguish between the various levels within police 
departments. These accounts also have the advantage of being in use for at least six months (they 
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were studied in September 2012), so the police officers that own the accounts did have the time 
to get familiarized with the medium and to build a network.  
 
18 accounts have disappeared between collecting the first 1000 accounts in March and analyzing 
the new data gathered for this study in September 2012. This might be because they were 
renamed (for example because a neighborhood officer moved to a new neighborhood), because 
the police officer decided to stop using Twitter or because two accounts were merged. This 
resulted in a corpus of 982 accounts that were analyzed in this study. 
 
To distinguish between upward, downward and horizontal communication, we looked at the 
level within the organization that was connected to a Twitter account. Police Twitter accounts 
can be connected to a person, a neighborhood or town, a function, etc. The distinction between 
the levels within the police organization is difficult to make since some departments use the 
bureau level for Twitter accounts which can consist of several towns or neighborhoods while 
others use the neighborhood or town level. At the town level, some departments refer to 
geographical accounts while others use the names of the individual community police officers. 
To be able to analyze the Twitter accounts, we make a crude distinction between central accounts 
(i.e. accounts at the level of the regional police department) and decentral accounts (all other 
Twitter accounts). Downward communication within a police department takes place when a 
decentral accounts follows a central account, upward communication takes place when a central 
accounts follows a decentral account and horizontal communication takes place when a decentral 
account follows another decentral account. 
 
We analyzed the Twitter accounts of all 25 regional departments and one national department. 
Additionally, some Twitter accounts were connected to the project of forming a national police. 
In a strict sense, there is no upward or downward communication since there are no hierarchical 
relations. Nevertheless, we qualified the national level as the top level since that is where 
national plans are being developed that are to be implemented at the regional levels. We 
qualified downward communication between police departments as communication that takes 
place when regional police departments follow national accounts, upward communication takes 
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place when the opposite occurs. Horizontal communication refers to following between regional 
police departments.  
 
Twitter provides public information about the followers of Twitter accounts. We generated a 
matrix of all 982 police accounts and whether they were or were not following each other with 
the automatic tool NodeXL. The results of this tool were checked manually for one regional 
department and we found a 94,9% consistency between the manual and automatic coding of 
followers. An additional analysis showed primarily inconsistencies in the manual coding.  
 
In addition to the quantitative research, interviews with community police officers were 
conducted to obtain a better understanding of the evolving communication patterns. Twenty 
police officers in four police departments (BZO, HGL, NOG and UT) were interviewed between 
September 2011 and February 2012 about their motives and communication behavior. The 
interviews were typed out and coded on the basis of issues such as motives to use Twitter, 
instructions, contents of their messages, interactions with followers, and time investment. These 
interviews were used to provide explanations for the analyses of the quantitative data. 
 
 
5. Findings 
 
5.1. Use of Twitter for intra-police communications 
 
The 982 police Twitter accounts that we analyzed can be qualified in terms of police regions and 
level within the organization (central account or decentral account). The following table lists all 
accounts: 
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Table 2: Number of central and decentral Twitter accounts per department 
 
Police department 
Number of  
central accounts 
Number of  
decentral accounts 
Total number  
of accounts 
Accounts per 100 employees 
AA 1 30 31 0.48 
BN 4 62 66 4.20 
BZO 5 57 62 2.71 
DR 1 12 13 1.07 
FLE 5 2 7 0.59 
FRL 4 53 57 3.53 
NOG 2 91 93 5.06 
GLM 1 30 31 1.72 
GLZ 2 24 26 1.95 
GV 1 18 19 2.64 
GRN 9 65 74 4.26 
HGL 2 103 105 1.97 
HM 1 34 35 1.69 
IJS 1 38 39 2.69 
KEN 1 63 64 3.69 
National 5 0 5 0.10 
LN 1 10 11 0.83 
LZ 4 52 56 2.97 
MWB 2 27 29 0.97 
NHN 4 24 28 1.80 
RR 4 26 30 0.53 
TW 2 8 10 0.61 
UT 6 32 38 1.03 
ZW 2 21 23 2.51 
ZEE 1 21 22 2.30 
ZHZ 2 6 8 0.62 
Total 73 909 982 1.65 
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If we look at the table, we see that the number of accounts per police departments varies. This 
can be explained by the size of the department: a department with many police officers is likely 
to have more accounts. Therefore, we also looked at the number of accounts per 100 employees. 
We still see that the number of accounts varies. Five accounts – NOG, GRN, BN, KEN and FRL 
– have more than three Twitter accounts per 100 employees. These departments are more ‘social 
media  minded’ and can be regarded as innovators and early adopters (Rogers, 2003): while in 
these departments all neighborhood officers are encouraged to use Twitter, we see that other 
departments are more reluctant to promote the use of Twitter by community police officers.  
 
Almost every department has a central ‘department account’ that is used for general messages 
about the police department, like arrests and missing children. Other central accounts are those of 
communication officers. Some departments also have thematic accounts that send messages 
about traffic , burglaries or events in the entire police department. These accounts are also 
considered as central accounts.  
 
92,6% of the accounts are decentral accounts. These are accounts of individual officers or 
accounts of a police station. Almost all regional departments have more decentral accounts than 
central accounts. The only exception is FLE. They have many central accounts because their 
communication officers have their own accounts on Twitter. In general we see that the number of 
decentral accounts rises if the department uses Twitter for a longer time. The 100 newest 
accounts in our data set are all decentral accounts.   
 
To explore the use of social media for communications within the police, we generated an 
overview of the Top 25 Twitter accounts in terms of numbers of followers within the police. 
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Table 3. Top 25 Twitter accounts with most followers within the police. 
 
 Name Type Regional or  
national  
police department 
Number 
of 
followers 
within 
the 
police 
Followers  
(total) 
Following 
(total) 
Number  
of tweets  
1 depolitiezoekt Central Nationwide 246 18.554 0 907 
2 kwartiermakernp Central National Police 227 5.241 106 520 
3 politieklpd Central KLPD 221 24.025 31 2.823 
4 g_vanbruggen Decentral GRN 165 2.974 2.801 1.118 
5 politie_hgl Central HGL 136 28.513 145 5.057 
6 jeugdagent_inge Decentral GRN 127 2.897 2.585 9.463 
7 Prrteamloverboy Central RR 123 2.668 2.824 704 
8 wijkag_cuijkzui Decentral BN 106 843 905 1.796 
9 politiebn_ocbg Decentral BN 101 1.343 1.952 1.213 
10 peter_boekweg Decentral GRN 98 2.422 1.297 2.524 
11 Politiehm Central HM 98 20.804 308 7.833 
12 Voorlichter Central GRN 97 8.809 1.854 3.513 
13 Politieaa Central AA 90 15.991 94 2.429 
14 Wadigitaal Central LZ 87 1.044 224 3.314 
15 Politieken Central KEN 86 9.991 167 2.838 
16 Franksmilda Decentral GRN 85 1.570 1.256 2.934 
17 Politierr Central RR 85 18.773 128 3.426 
18 Prrberenschot Decentral RR 84 3.364 3.694 3.751 
19 Politiebzo Central BZO 84 6.317 126 7.447 
20 Meldkamernn Central FRL 84 11.433 31 529 
21 Wijkaglaaknoord Decentral HGL 83 1.547 1.675 1.388 
22 Wijkagsingels Decentral HGL 81 1.689 1.580 2.306 
23 albert_velema Decentral HGL 79 1.271 1.063 3.408 
24 Prrgrootenboer Decentral RR 79 2.508 2.326 4.799 
25 Politiebn Central BN 79 7.323 130 6.175 
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The table shows that most of the accounts with many followers (16) are central accounts. The 
three accounts with the highest number of followers are accounts of the national police which 
indicates that these accounts are valuable to a high number of police officers. Other central 
accounts are departmental accounts such as the The Hague, Amsterdam and Rotterdam Police 
Departments. These accounts seem to inform police officers within the organization. Put 
differently: police officers may want to know the external communication so that they know 
what citizens may respond to. Police officers also stated that they follow these accounts so that 
they can retweet important tweets to their own followers [1, 10]. One should note that these 
central accounts follow few accounts: this indicates that these accounts are meant for sending 
information and not for interaction. 
 
It is interesting to see that some of the decentral accounts also have large numbers of followers. 
Especially in Groningen there are some decentral accounts with a high number of followers 
within the police (g_vanbruggen, jeugdagent_inge and others). From interviews we know that 
some of the officers with decentral accounts (PRRgrootenboer and Wijkagsingels) train other 
police officers and these officers follow them to learn the trade. Another reason why many 
follow them is that they have been mentioned in the media as examples of twittering police 
officers (e.g. Wijkagsingels). A third reason that emerged from interviews with police officers is 
that some accounts have interesting information about a specific subject. Jeugdagent_inge, for 
example, tweets about youth and policing and that is of interest and inspiring to many others. 
They can retweet her tweets or use them as inspiration for their own tweets [4, 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, 
15, 17]. In contrast with the central accounts, these accounts also tend to follow high numbers of 
accounts which indicates that these accounts are not only about sending information but also 
about interacting. 
 
In interviews with police officers they pointed at several reasons to follow colleagues at the same 
decentral level. We already noticed that they use tweets from other colleagues as an inspiration, 
they follow colleagues that they see as an example. A second reason to follow colleagues is that 
they are interested in the content of their tweets and want to be informed about what their 
colleagues are doing and what is going on [3, 9, 10, 12].  Quite often, this are direct colleagues, 
but some police officers also say that they follow police officers from different departments, to 
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see whether there are differences in their work (for example, a neighborhood officer in a small 
town follows colleagues in Amsterdam [14]). Another neighborhood officer also states that 
Twitter helps for his colleagues to get a glimpse of what neighborhood officers do: “it is hard to 
describe our tasks: there is a huge difference between our job and what our colleagues do who 
mainly respond to emergency calls. By using Twitter I feel like that I can change the image of 
our job a little bit.”[2] A third reason is that police officers use Twitter to keep in touch with 
police officers whom they have met during their training or in previous jobs [4, 10, 17, 18]. A 
fourth reason to follow other police officers is expressed by managerial officers. They use 
Twitter to see what their employees are doing [2, 8, 16]. 
 
In terms of geographical spread, we see that there are five accounts from the national police, six 
from Groningen, four from Rotterdam-Rijnmond and three from both The Hague and Brabant 
South East. The reason for the dominant presence of these departments seems to be that they 
were among the first to use Twitter. Of the 100 first Twitter accounts created by Dutch police 
departments, 25 were from Brabant South East, 15 from Rotterdam-Rijnmond, 13 from 
Groningen and 3 from the national police. These police departments can be seen as the early 
adapters of Twitter in the Netherlands (together with Gelderland North East, which has 22 of the 
first 100 accounts). An exception to these popular early adopters is The Hague, which was not 
one of the first departments to become active in Twitter. We have no explanation for the 
popularity of these Twitter accounts. 
 
Nearly all these accounts have sent relatively many tweets (>500, many more than 1000) which 
indicates that an account needs to have been around for some time to gather a high number of 
followers.3 
 
If take a closer look at the tweets of the 25 popular accounts, we see that on average they send 
3.76 tweets per day. If we compare that to a control group of 25 randomly selected accounts, we 
see that they send only 0.79 tweets per day. So, part of the popularity might be explained by the 
number of tweets per day: popular accounts are more active on Twitter. If we look at the type of 
                                                 
3 The exception here is MeldkamerNN, but this account has been created as a new version of an already popular 
account (meldkamer_frl), due to the creation of the National police 
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tweets that are being sent by the popular accounts, we see that they send more mentions (20,6% 
of their tweets is a mention, compared to 15,1% for tweets from the control group). This 
indicates that they use Twitter in a more interactive way. 
 
We also generated a Top 25 of police accounts following other police accounts. 
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Table 4. Top 25 Twitter accounts with most following within the police. 
 
 Name 
Total 
number of 
police 
accounts 
following  
Type 
Police 
department 
Followed  Followers  Tweets  
Tweets 
per day 
1 brigadieroudbrh 222 Decentral BZO 850 642 198 0.84 
2 politiebn_ocbg 217 Decentral BN 1.952 1.343 1.213 2.48 
3 g_vanbruggen 206 Decentral GRN 2.801 2.974 1.118 1.17 
4 aldertvdschaaf 163 Decentral FRL 1.172 1.179 3.572 8.19 
5 wijkag_vlijmnha 159 Decentral BN 1.050 808 921 2.01 
6 prrteamloverboy 137 Central RR 2.824 2.668 704 1.43 
7 wijkag_drunenn 132 Decentral BN 1.202 859 850 1.89 
8 simon_redmeyer 131 Decentral GRN 1.089 1.269 1.172 1.48 
9 wijkag_cuijknrd 128 Decentral BN 682 566 264 0.98 
10 jeugdagent_inge 127 Decentral GRN 2.585 2.897 9.463 12.37 
11 wijkagvoorhof 116 Decentral HGL 413 635 749 1.89 
12 wijkag_cuijkzui 115 Decentral BN 905 843 1.796 3.48 
13 albert_velema 115 Decentral GRN 1.063 1.271 3.408 6.05 
14 prrberenschot 110 Decentral RR 3.694 3.364 3.751 3.92 
15 franksmilda 108 Decentral GRN 1.256 1.570 2.934 1.63 
16 jos_toebak 105 Decentral GRN 958 1.071 2.469 3.53 
17 wijkagsingels 105 Decentral HGL 1.580 1.689 2.306 2.71 
18 ron_wolsink 100 Decentral GRN 842 888 2.113 2.32 
19 polberestein 98 Decentral HGL 449 855 1.260 2.59 
20 peter_boekweg 97 Decentral GRN 1.297 2.422 2.524 2.35 
21 wijkaglaaknoord 96 Decentral HGL 1.675 1.547 1.388 3.17 
22 wit_peelland 95 Decentral BZO 1.989 1.620 1.149 1.68 
23 willem_feenstra 93 Decentral FRL 280 455 135 0.19 
24 j_vanderben 92 Decentral GRN 826 751 186 0.20 
25 wijkag_heusden 91 Decentral BN 532 507 864 2.26 
Italics: also in the Top 25 of followers. 
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These results are quite different from the other table: there is only one central account in this list. 
Many central accounts seem to be focusing on ‘sending’ instead of ‘interacting’ on Twitter. In 
general, they follow less accounts than the decentral accounts do: the average number of 
accounts that are followed by a neighbourhood officer is 388.8, while central accounts follow on 
average 260.5 accounts. Therefore, it is not surprising that the list with 25 most following 
accounts comprises mainly decentral accounts. Many decentral accounts follow other accounts to 
be informed, but also to be able to interact through direct messages while few central accounts 
do this.  
 
There are no accounts from the National Police in this list although these accounts were the 
highest ranking in terms of the number of followers. In contrast, many of the decentral accounts 
in this list are also in the list of accounts with most followers. This underpins the idea that 
decentral accounts use Twitter more for interaction. 
 
The geographical spread is somewhat different from the other lists: nine accounts from 
Groningen, six accounts from Brabant North, four accounts from The Hague, two from Fryslan, 
Brabant South East and Rotterdam-Rijnmond. Some of the other departments with many 
twittering police officers such as Gelderland North East and Rotterdam-Rijnmond are not in this 
list. A possible explanation is that some departments may stimulate their police officers to follow 
each others’ accounts. 
 
On the basis of these findings we can now answer our first research question: how and why is 
Twitter used for intra-police communications? The findings firstly show that all police 
departments use twitter for communication with citizens. The total number of police twitter 
accounts approaches 1000. Secondly, many police officers follow both central police accounts to 
know what information is communicated to citizens and to retweet important information to their 
own followers (i.e. channeling through). Thirdly, police officers also follow decentral police 
accounts to obtain relevant information and to learn about the use of social media for 
communication with citizens. Some officers in management positions highlight that they follow 
other Twitter accounts to find out what police officers are doing and how they are 
communicating with the outside world. 
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5.2. Horizontal, upwards and downwards communications within police departments 
 
The description of followers and following gives us a first idea of the level and type of intra-
police communication via Twitter. Now we will analyze the communication within police 
departments more specifically. The first analysis focuses on the percentage of followers of police 
Twitter accounts that comes from within the police.  
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Table 5. Followers and following within the own police department  
   
Police  
department 
Number of 
followers/following 
from within own 
department4 
Total number 
of followers 
% of followers 
from within 
own 
department 
Total number 
of following 
% of following 
from within 
own 
department 
AA 558 26.814 2.08 5.829 9.57 
BN 2.619 61.200 4.28 15.657 16.73 
BZO 1.539 75.305 2.04 23.084 6.67 
DR 132 30.504 0.43 717 18.41 
FLE 40 13.561 0.29 3.184 1.26 
FRL 1.097 55.346 1.98 10.158 10.80 
NOG 1.185 84.323 1.41 7.408 16.00 
GLM 441 22.519 1.96 10.080 4.38 
GLZ 304 20.160 1.51 1.424 21.35 
GV 166 7.871 2.11 818 20.29 
GRN 2.728 68.381 3.99 35.320 7.72 
HGL 2.304 102.326 2.25 28.192 8.17 
HM 502 45.844 1.10 4.843 10.37 
IJS 263 31.494 0.84 2.270 11.59 
KEN 1.101 44.559 2.47 14.162 7.77 
Landelijk 2 49.970 0.00 180 1.11 
LN 73 18.453 0.40 9.761 0.75 
LZ 569 23.851 2.39 4.306 13.21 
MWB 759 27.497 2.76 4.756 15.96 
NHN 339 26.303 1.29 3.224 10.51 
RR 549 56.636 0.97 17.180 3.20 
TW 55 30.125 0.18 2.154 2.55 
UT 470 64.459 0.73 5.650 8.32 
ZW 306 14.921 2.05 2.835 10.79 
ZEE 73 22.340 0.33 1.966 3.71 
ZHZ 49 24.624 0.20 5.795 0.85 
Total 17.825 1.049.386 1.70 220.953 8.25 
                                                 
4 The number of following and followers is the same for communication within a police department: if account A 
follows account B, account B will automatically be followed by account A, thus leading to the same number for 
following and followers.  
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We see that the percentage of ‘following’ is much higher than the percentage of ‘followers’. 
Followers are people that are interested in the account of a police officer. On average, only 1.7% 
of the followers comes from the same police department. The other 98,3% are citizens and a very 
limited number of police officers from other departments.  
 
‘Following’ are the people that are followed by the police officer. The amount of police accounts 
under the accounts that are followed is relatively high, compared to the number of followers: on 
average, 8.25% of the accounts that a police officer follows comes from the same department. 
There can be several reasons to follow an account: they can be interested in the tweets. Another 
option is that it enables the possibility to exchange direct messages. From interviews with police 
officers we know that some officers follow everybody who is following them, because of the 
possibility to exchange direct messages [2, 7, 17]. The high number of ‘following’ within the 
department might lead to the conclusion that police officers are more interested in their direct 
colleagues than in the tweets of other people. In the interviews, police officers said that it is not 
possible to follow all citizens that follow them, because they have too much followers. 
Therefore, they make a selection of the people that they follow: they follow the citizens that are 
of special interest for them (because they know them personally, because they meet them during 
their work, because they want to exchange direct messages or because they might expect 
criminal behavior). According to the interviewed officers, it is more relevant to follow citizens 
for a decentral account (for example a neighborhood officer) than for a central account [1, 12]. 
 
The first analysis shows that the target group for police tweets are mainly external actors – 
mostly citizens – but still police officers take much interest in each others’ accounts: 10% of the 
accounts they follow are accounts of colleagues. 
 
The second analysis focuses on the extent to which the accounts are used for downward, upward 
or horizontal communications. The findings are presented in the table below. 
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Table 6. Downward, upward and horizontal communication within a police  department. 
 
Police 
departmen
t 
Downward 
communicatio
n – number of 
followers 
Downward 
communicatio
n - percentage 
Upward 
communicatio
n - number of 
followers 
Upward 
communicatio
n – percentage 
Decentral 
horizontal 
communicatio
n - number of 
followers  
Decentral 
horizontal 
communicatio
n - percentage  
Central 
horizontal 
communicatio
n - number of 
followers 
Central 
horizontal 
communicatio
n - percentage  
Total 
AA 28 5.02 29 5.20 501 89.78 0 0 558 
BN 191 7.37 138 5.33 2252 86.95 9 0.35 
2.59
0 
BZO 150 9.75 152 9.88 1225 79.60 12 0.78 
1.53
9 
DR 11 8.33 12 9.09 109 82.58 0 0 132 
FLE 10 25.00 9 22.50 1 2.50 20 50.00 40 
FRL 172 15.68 159 14.49 755 68.82 11 1.00 
1.09
7 
NOG 79 6.67 68 5.74 1037 87.51 1 0.08 
1.18
5 
GLM 26 5.90 30 6.80 385 87.30 0 0 441 
GLZ 32 10.53 23 7.57 247 81.25 2 0.66 304 
GV 15 9.04 18 10.84 133 80.12 0 0 166 
GRN 371 13.6 364 
13. 
34 
1935 70.93 58 2.13 
2.72
8 
HGL 120 5.21 57 2.47 2125 92.23 2 0.09 
2.30
4 
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HM 26 5.18 34 6.77 442 88.05 0 0 502 
IJS 30 11.41 0 0 233 88.59 0 0 263 
KEN 63 5.72 63 5.72 975 88.56 0 0 
1.10
1 
LN 10 13.70 10 13.70 53 72.6 0 0 73 
LZ 94 16.52 50 8.79 419 73.64 6 1.05 569 
MWB 40 5.27 37 4.87 680 89.59 2 0.26 759 
NHN 59 17.4 53 15.63 219 64.60 8 2.36 339 
RR 83 15.12 89 16.21 365 66.48 12 2.19 549 
TW 123 21.28 111 19.2 318 55.02 26 4.50 578 
UT 10 18.18 11 20 32 58.18 2 3.64 55 
ZAW 35 11.44 21 6.86 248 81.05 2 0.65 306 
ZEE 8 10.96 8 10.96 57 78.08 0 0 73 
ZHZ 11 22.45 11 22.45 25 51.02 2 4.08 49 
National5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 100 5 
Total 1.797 9.82 1.557 8.51 14.771 80.69 180 0.98  
                                                 
5 On a national level, there are no decentral accounts. Therefore, no upward or downward communication within the department could be identified on Twitter.  
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If we look at this table, we see that the main form of interaction is horizontal communication. In 
all departments except FLE, more than 50% of all follower relationships are horizontal on the 
decentral level. FLE is an exception, because they have a lot of central accounts (five) compared 
to their (only two) decentral accounts. The high level of horizontal decentral communication is 
not surprising: most accounts are on this level, so we would expect a lot of relations between 
those accounts. Horizontal communication on a central level does not play a big role in the 
communication within a department: except for FLE, we see that this does never counts for more 
than 4,5%, and in sixteen departments this is less than 1,0%.  
 
The downward communication ranges from 25% (FLE) to 5,02% percent (AA), with an average 
of 9,82%. Upward communication ranges from  22,5% (again in FLE) to 0% in IJS, with an 
average of 8,51%. So, the percentages of upward and downward communication do  not differ 
much, although there are departments where central accounts hardly follow any decentral 
accounts. We have defined upward communication within a police department as the following 
of decentral accounts by the central accounts. There is another possible way for upward 
communication: the creation of lists of decentral accounts. 17 police departments (70,8% of the 
departments) have created such lists. Some departments have just one list with all neighborhood 
officers or all Twitter accounts, while other departments have created several lists based on 
geographic locations like towns or municipalities.  
 
On the basis of these findings, we can now answer the second research question: How and to 
what extent is Twitter used for communications within one police department? The findings 
show that police officers constitute only a limited percentage (1.7% of the followers) of the 
audience of the twitter accounts of their colleagues but, at the same time, they form an important 
source of information for their colleagues (8.25% of those following). Most of the intra-police 
communication is of a horizontal nature: more than 80% is communication between central 
twitter accounts. Downward and upward communications are fairly equal with 9.8% and 8.5% of 
the intra-police communications. This shows that twitter is used to a fairly high degree to obtain 
information from colleagues or to follow their communication with citizens. 
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5.3. Horizontal, upward and downward communications between police departments 
 
To analyze the use of social media for communication between police departments, we looked at 
the patterns of downward, upward and horizontal communication. First we looked at the 
followers of police Twitter accounts from other police departments to identify at a national level 
horizontal communications (from other police departments) and upward communications (from 
the national police). The results of this categorization are presented in Table 8.  
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Table 8. Followers from outside the own department  
 
Police 
depart-
ment 
Number of 
police 
followers  
Number of 
followers 
outside the 
own dpt. 
% of 
followers 
outside the 
own dpt. 
Number of 
upward 
followers  
(followers 
from 
national 
police) 
% of 
upward 
followers 
Number of 
horizontal 
followers  
(followers 
from other 
dpt’s) 
% of 
horizontal 
followers 
AA 758 200 26.39 1 0.13 199 26.25 
BN 3.058 468 15.30 0 0.00 468 15.30 
BZO 2.155 616 28.58 5 0.23 611 28.35 
DR 281 149 53.02 0 0.00 149 53.02 
FLE 170 130 76.47 2 1.18 128 75.29 
FRL 1.462 365 24.97 0 0.00 365 24.97 
NOG 1.547 362 23.40 0 0.00 362 23.40 
GLM 576 135 23.44 1 0.17 134 23.26 
GLZ 367 63 17.17 0 0.00 63 17.17 
GV 256 90 35.16 1 0.39 89 34.77 
GRN 3.680 952 25.87 4 0.11 948 25.76 
HGL 2.735 431 15.76 2 0.07 429 15.69 
HM 907 405 44.65 0 0.00 405 44.65 
IJS 403 140 34.74 0 0.00 140 34.74 
KEN 1.316 215 16.34 0 0.00 215 16.34 
LN 161 88 54.66 0 0.00 88 54.66 
LZ 707 138 19.52 1 0.14 137 19.38 
MWB 878 119 13.55 1 0.11 118 13.44 
NHN 467 128 27.41 0 0.00 128 27.41 
RR 1.042 493 47.31 3 0.29 490 47.02 
TW 122 67 54.92 0 0.00 67 54.92 
UT 847 269 31.76 7 0.83 262 30.93 
ZW 361 55 15.24 0 0.00 55 15.24 
ZEE 199 126 63.32 0 0.00 126 63.32 
ZHZ 194 145 74.74 0 0.00 145 74.74 
National 734 729 99,32 - - - - 
Totaal 24.649 6.349 25.76 28 0.11 6.321 25.64 
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The horizontal communication between police departments is substantial. We see that about 25% 
of the police followers comes from outside the own department. There is substantial variation 
between the various departments  with FLE at a high of 76,47% and MWB at a low of 13,55% of 
the followers from other police departments. These numbers indicate that social media do not 
only strengthen the horizontal communications within one police departments but also across the 
boundaries of the department to other police departments. 
 
The extent of upward communication is the amount to which national police twitter accounts 
follow regional police twitter accounts. The upward communication is limited compared with the 
horizontal communication: this type of communication only accounts for 0.11% of the total 
quantity of intra-police communications via twitter (0.44% of the followers from outside the 
department). The fact that this type of communication is limited can be explained by the fact that 
there are only 5 national police twitter accounts and these 5 twitter accounts follow 28 twitter 
accounts from regional police departments. The regional structure of the Dutch police explains 
the limited level of upward communications through social media. 
 
To assess the level of downward communications, we analyzed the number of followers from 
regional departments of the 5 national police twitter accounts. As could be expected, these 
accounts are mainly followed by police accounts from other departments (99.32% of the police 
followers come from regional departments). With 729 followers from other departments, the 
total number of followers of these five accounts ranks second after the GRN department. This 
shows that there is a substantial amount of downward communication but it is limited in relation 
to the horizontal communication between police departments. 
 
On the basis of these findings we can now answer the third research question: how and to what 
extent is Twitter used for communications between police departments? The analysis shows that 
social media are not only used to strengthen horizontal communication within a police 
department: the horizontal communication between police departments is about a quarter of the 
total intra-police communication via twitter. Upward communication to the national police 
department is limited while downward communication is more substantial but still limited in 
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relation to the level of horizontal communication. The dominance of horizontal communications 
between police departments can be explained by the regional structure of the Dutch police with 
no central coordination at a national level. 
 
 
6. Incremental transformation to a post-bureaucratic organization 
 
The research has provided some explorative insights in the impacts of the use of social media on 
internal police communications. We have investigated patterns of microblogging within the 
Dutch police and we have focused our analysis on patterns of following Twitter accounts. These 
patterns have been analyzed within and between the 25 regional police departments to explore 
impacts on communications between individuals and between components of organizations to 
assess whether the use of social media strengthens networked organization. 
 
On the basis of the research we can now answer the three central questions. The first question 
was: How and why are social media used for intra-organizational communications? The 
findings clearly show that police officers are interested in each others’ social media 
communication. They follow both central police accounts to know what information is 
communicated to citizens and to retweet important information to their own followers (i.e. 
channeling through). Police officers also follow decentral police accounts to obtain relevant 
information and to learn about the use of social media for communication with citizens. Some 
officers in management positions highlight that they follow other Twitter accounts to find out 
what police officers are doing and how they are communicating with the outside world. 
 
This brings us to the second question. Do social media strengthen horizontal communication 
within government organizations? The analysis firstly shows that vertical patterns of 
communication are being reproduced through social media. Departmental and national police 
Twitter accounts are prominent among the most followed accounts and most community police 
officers follow their departmental Twitter account. Interestingly, social media are hardly used for 
upward communications. National and regional police departments hardly follow the Twitter 
accounts of community police officers to obtain information about the workfloor. Twitter 
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accounts are used to send information to the organization but hardly to receive information. 
Secondly, the analysis shows how horizontal patterns are strengthened through the use of social 
media. Many community officers follow each others’ accounts and some individual accounts are 
among the most popular police Twitter accounts. This shows that traditional communication 
patterns in bureaucratic organizations are challenged by social media that open up venues for 
communication patterns that depart from traditional upward and downward communications. In 
line with findings in the literature (Meijer, 2008), individual network interactions are facilitated 
by new media. 
 
The third question asked: Do social media strengthen the connection between internal and 
external networks? We found that traditional organizational boundaries are still highly relevant 
for social media communication patterns. The number of followers within police departments is 
much higher than between police departments. Few police officers follow the Twitter accounts of 
police departments other than their own. Still, a few individual Twitter accounts have a high 
number of followers all over the country. These ‘exemplars’ provide for powerful learning 
experiences for other police officers and hence their specific organizational position is less 
relevant. 
 
We would like to emphasize that this explorative research has a number of limitations. The most 
important methodological limitation is that the focus on followers provides for powerful analyses 
but these analyses may ignore certain patterns. Information from other accounts may also be 
collected systematically by making a list of accounts. A second limitation is a focus on numbers 
of followers. Some researchers argue that retweets is a much better indication for actual use of 
Twitter for communication. We doubt whether this is correct since someone may use a Twitter 
account to obtain information but not diffuse this communication to others. Nevertheless, 
analyzing the numbers of retweets may be interesting to do in subsequent research. A third 
limitation is that exclusive focus on social media communications. This research does not assess 
the relative value of this type of communication vis-à-vis other communication channels. In 
follow-up research, the relative importance of social media needs to be investigated. 
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Overall, the research clearly shows how the traditional idea of connecting internal and external 
communications and channeling internal communication through formal relations is challenged 
by social media. Interestingly, the relative importance of organizational boundaries diminishes 
now that social media communications are being used for both internal and external 
communications. Social media patterns stimulate (vertical and horizontal) network 
communications and, as a consequence, each police officer becomes a ‘hub’ in a network of 
internal and external communications.  We need to acknowledge that this type of communication 
is not meant to be intra-organizational. The police cannot use Twitter for sensitive information 
and, in that sense, this communication is more about monitoring the external communication of 
colleagues. At the same time, this type of monitoring fits the characteristics of a networked 
organization where external communication is conducted by everyone and there is a growing 
need to be informed about this external communication to be able to understand reactions from 
outsiders. This communication stream runs in parallel to intra-police communications through 
closed circuits that can be used for sensitive information that should not become available to 
outsiders. The study highlights that in the use of social media the police is both a network 
organizational and a traditional bureaucracy, and both a closed and an open organization. The 
transformation of government organization to a post-bureaucratic form is much more 
incremental and layered than some information age gurus suggest. 
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1: Number of employees Dutch police  
 
Department6 Operational Non-
operational  
Total 
 
Amsterdam-Amstelland 5.380 1.112 6.492 
Brabant-Noord 1.324 248 1.572 
Brabant-Zuid-Oost 1.940 348 2.288 
Drenthe 1.048 169 1.217 
Flevoland 971 224 1.195 
Fryslân 1.390 224 1.614 
Noord-en-Oost-Gelderland 1.578 261 1.839 
Gelderland-Midden 1.534 265 1.799 
Gelderland-Zuid 1.165 166 1.331 
Gooi en Vechtstreek 585 134 719 
Groningen 1.520 219 1.739 
Haaglanden 4.499 835 5.334 
Hollands Midden 1.777 299 2.076 
IJsselland 1.259 189 1.448 
Kennemerland 1.440 293 1.733 
Limburg-Noord 1.127 198 1.325 
Limburg-Zuid 1.692 193 1.885 
Midden- en West-Brabant 2.622 365 2.987 
Noord-Holland-Noord 1.311 247 1.558 
Rotterdam-Rijnmond 4.840 848 5.688 
Twente 1.456 195 1.651 
Utrecht 3.221 486 3.707 
Zaanstreek-Waterland 791 125 916 
Zeeland 807 149 956 
Zuid-Holland-Zuid 1.134 154 1.288 
Totaal regiokorpsen 46.411 7.947 54.358 
KLPD 4.176 986 5.162 
Totaal landelijk 50.587 8.932 59.519 
                                                 
6 Based on the ‘Kerngegevens Nederlandse Politie 2011’ 
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Appendix 2: Top 25 accounts with most followers – type of tweets and tweets per day 
 
 Name RT% of tweets7 @ % of tweets8 
Tweets 
per day 
1 depolitiezoekt 0.81 2.63 0.71 
2 kwartiermakernp 7.93 33.46 1.41 
3 politieklpd 30.60 14.09 2.71 
4 g_vanbruggen 50.18 13.46 1.17 
5 politie_hgl 11.86 15.19 5.49 
6 jeugdagent_inge 25.90 26.96 12.37 
7 Prrteamloverboy 17.44 40.37 1.43 
8 wijkag_cuijkzui 15.47 53.68 6.05 
9 politiebn_ocbg 6.79 28.86 2.48 
10 peter_boekweg 13.90 12.50 2.35 
11 Politiehm 4.47 12.04 5.98 
12 Voorlichter 12.21 24.57 3.46 
13 Politieaa 7.57 11.79 1.85 
14 Wadigitaal 27.43 59.86 8.14 
15 Politieken 25.85 32.75 2.17 
16 Franksmilda 17.55 1.26 1.63 
17 Politierr 7.78 5.49 2.60 
18 Prrberenschot 11.63 37.12 3.92 
19 Politiebzo 6.51 3,98 5.60 
20 Meldkamernn 16.77 3.48 1.59 
21 Wijkaglaaknoord 43.73 3.62 3.17 
22 Wijkagsingels 37.21 30.46 3.53 
23 albert_velema 34.22 11.38 3.48 
24 Prrgrootenboer 10.18 34.35 4.97 
25 Politiebn 6.38 2.31 6.13 
 Average 18.01 20.63 3.76 
 Average control group 16.56 1.06 0.79 
 
 
                                                 
7 As measured via www.tweetstats.com  
8 As measured via www.tweetstats.com 
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Appendix 3: Random selected control group – type of tweets and tweets per day 
 
Name Account # 
Police 
department 
RT% 
of 
tweets 
@ % of 
tweets 
Tweets 
p/d 
seaportpolice 58 RR 1.45 5.8 0.25 
linda_vriesman 64 NHN 19.83 6.54 0.73 
politiemddlburg 118 ZEE 0 0 0.31 
politiesmsalert 146 MWB 0.52 1.56 0.55 
waabcde 150 LZ 36.96 15.22 0.15 
wabrunssumzo2 194 LZ 17.07 21.95 0.05 
politieblerick 212 LN 25.32 8.86 0.11 
wijkagijn5 216 KEN 11.9 10.66 0.84 
strandpolitiebz 250 KEN 9.57 24.4 0.85 
wijkagentron 315 HM 13.66 22.39 0.69 
j_kodde 359 ZEE 1.82 48.51 2.76 
wagmoerwijkoost 374 HGL 87.5 1.21 0.83 
wagrustenboostb 376 HGL 18.18 22.73 0.11 
wagrijswijkmid 420 HGL 5.71 5.71 0.09 
wagkraaijnstein 435 HGL 11.81 13.19 0.56 
cees_walraven 504 GRN 12.67 34.42 4.24 
wa_zwolle15 619 IJS 31.5 3 0.53 
polvoorst 661 NOG 5.6 0 0.37 
adirozen007 705 GRN 19.16 64.67 0.82 
r_vanheuvelen 737 GRN 4.06 26.72 1.29 
edwin_bijl 788 FRL 4.72 6.3 1.01 
roderik_zaal 789 FRL 0 17.51 0.22 
akkelien_dejong 796 FRL 45.45 0 0.05 
wijkagenthoreca 814 UT 25.35 15.21 2.22 
politieboxtel 837 BN 4.1 0 0.13 
Average 
  
16.56 15.06 0.79 
 
 
 
